
 

1 

 

Title: Modeling serological testing to inform relaxation of social distancing for 

COVID-19 control 

Authors: Alicia N.M. Kraay1* †, Kristin N. Nelson1 †, Conan Y. Zhao2,3, Joshua S. Weitz2,4,5, 

Benjamin A. Lopman1  

Affiliations: 5 

1Rollins School of Public Health, Emory University, Atlanta, GA, USA 

2School of Biological Sciences, Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta, GA, USA 

3Interdisciplinary Graduate Program in Quantitative Biosciences, Georgia Institute of 

Technology, Atlanta, GA, USA 

4School of Physics, Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta, GA, USA 10 

5Center for Microbial Dynamics and Infection, Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta, GA, 

USA 

*amullis@emory.edu 

†Authors contributed equally 

Abstract:  15 

The value of serological testing to inform the public health response to the SARS-CoV-2 

pandemic is debated. Using a transmission model, we examined how serology can be 

implemented to allow seropositive individuals to resume more normal levels of social interaction 

while offsetting the risks. We simulated the use of widespread serological testing with realistic 

assay characteristics, in which seropositive individuals partially restore their social contacts and 20 

act as immunological ‘shields’. If social distancing is relaxed by 50% at the same time that 

quarterly serological screening is initiated, approximately 120,000 deaths could be averted and a 

quarter of the US population could be released from social distancing in the first year of the 

epidemic, compared to a scenario without serological testing.  This strategy has the potential to 

substantially flatten the COVID-19 epidemic curve while also allowing a substantial number of 25 

individuals to safely return to social and economic interactions. 

One Sentence Summary:  

Informing relaxation of social distancing with serological testing can reduce population risk 

while offsetting some of the severe social and economic costs of a sustained shutdown. 

 30 

Main text: 

SARS-CoV-2 emerged in China in late 2019 leading to a pandemic of COVID-19, with over 4.1 

million detected cases and over 285,000 deaths globally as of May 11, 2020 (1). In the United 

States (U.S.), 1.3 million cases and 85,000 deaths were reported by that date (1). Unprecedented 

social distancing measures have been enacted to reduce transmission and thereby blunt the 35 

epidemic peak (i.e. “flatten the curve”). In early March, U.S. states began to close schools, 

suspend public gatherings, and encourage employees to work from home if possible.  On March 

17, 2020, the U.S. government issued national social distancing guidelines, leading to wider 
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implementation of such policies. By mid-April, 95% of the U.S. (2) and over 30% of the global 

population were under some form of shelter-in-place order (3).  Federal social distancing 

guidelines expired on April 30, 2020; in late April and May, many state and local governments 

relaxed stay-at-home orders partially or completely to move towards 're-opening' (4). 

 5 

Relaxing these initially effective social distancing policies will result in increased contacts and 

community transmission (5). A return to ‘business as usual’ will likely lead to exponential 

growth in cases, exceeding the capacity of health services (6). With the goal of maintaining the 

reproductive number at or less than one, public health efforts could allow a gradual return to 

some activities (4). Some degree of social distancing, together with enhanced hygiene and 10 

wearing of face masks, is likely to be maintained with stricter distancing measures for 

individuals at higher risk (7). Alongside these measures, widespread serological testing programs 

may help inform these new social distancing strategies while keeping deaths and hospital 

admissions at sufficiently low levels. 

 15 

Recent serosurveys of SARS-CoV-2 in the U.S. vary in their estimates of seroprevalence but 

collectively suggest that infections likely far outnumber documented cases (8–10). If detectable 

antibodies serve as a correlate of immunity, serological testing may be used to identify protected 

individuals (11). While our understanding of the immunological response to SARS-CoV-2 

infection remains incomplete, the vast majority of individuals experience seroconversion after 20 

infection (12) and convalescent plasma from recovered COVID-19 cases appears to improve 

outcomes in critically ill patients (13–15).  Together, these data suggest that recovered 

individuals have some protection against subsequent reinfection. Once identified, test-positive 

individuals could return to pre-pandemic levels of social interactions and act as ‘shields’ (16).  In 

this strategy, individuals who test positive would preferentially replace susceptible individuals in 25 

physical interactions, such that more contacts are between susceptible and immune individuals 

rather than between susceptible and potentially infectious individuals. 

 

Such strategies, however, rely on correctly identifying immune individuals. There are currently 

twelve serological assays for detection of SARS-CoV-2 antibodies that have been approved for 30 

emergency use by Food and Drug Administration (17) with many others currently in 

development and approved in other countries (18). The performance of these tests vary 

considerably (17, 19, 20). For the purpose of informing social distancing policies, specificity 

rather than sensitivity is of primary concern. An imperfectly specific test will result in false 

positives, leading to individuals being incorrectly classified as immune. If used as a basis to relax 35 

social distancing measures, there is concern that this error could heighten risk for individuals 

who test positive and lead to an increase in community transmission.  

We modeled the transmission dynamics of SARS-CoV-2 using a deterministic, compartmental 

SEIR-like model calibrated to death data (https://github.com/nytimes/covid-19-data) and ICU 

admissions (https://covidtracking.com/api). (Figure 1, Figure S1, Table S1) Recovered, 40 

susceptible, latently infected, and asymptomatic at rates that are functions of testing frequency, 

sensitivity (for recovered individuals), and specificity (for non-immune individuals). (Figure 1A) 
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We model contacts at home, work, school, and other locations among three age groups: children 

and young adults (<20 years), working adults (20-64 years), and elderly (65+ years).  

 

Figure 1. Methods diagram overview A) Overall model diagram.  Serological antibody testing is 

shown by dashed arrows. Red dashed arrows indicate false positives (i.e., someone is not 5 

immune, but is moved to the test positive group) and occur at a rate that is a function of 1-

specificity. True positives occur at a rate that is a function of the sensitivity. *Symptomatic 

infections in the test-positive group have similar severity to symptomatic infections in the not 

tested/test negative group, but symptoms are not recognized as being caused by SARS-CoV-2 

A

B
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unless symptoms are severe enough to warrant hospitalization. B) Schematic of modeled 

interventions.  General social distancing reduces work, school and other contacts beginning on 

March 25, 2020 and these contacts are gradually reintroduced beginning on May 9, 2020 with 

schools and daycares re-opening on September 1, 2020. 

On March 17, 2020, the U.S. federal government released guidance recommending working 5 

from home, postponing unnecessary travel, and limiting gatherings to less than 10 people (21). 

Under these measures, we assume all contacts at school and daycare were eliminated and 

contacts outside of home, work, and school (‘other’) locations were reduced by 75% (22) while 

contacts at home remained unchanged. In accordance with state and local governments relaxing 

distancing policies, we assume social distancing measures for the general population are relaxed 10 

starting May 9. At this time, work and other contacts are scaled to a proportion of their value 

under general social distancing based on a scalar constant, c, such that c=1 is equivalent to the 

scenario in which social distancing measures as put into place on March 17 are maintained and 

c=0 is equivalent to a return to pre-pandemic contact levels. We assume that schools and 

daycares remain closed until September 1, 2020 and that test-negative/untested individuals 15 

continue to work from home. (Figure 1B) 

Individuals who test positive return to work and increase other contacts to normal levels. To 

reflect the placement of test-positive individuals in high-contact roles, we assume that contacts at 

work and other (non-home, non-school) locations are preferentially with test-positive persons. 

When shielding is 5:1, this implies that the probability of interacting with a test-positive 20 

individual is 5 times what would be expected given the frequency of test-positives in the 

population (𝛼=4), following the model of ‘fixed shielding’ (described in (16)). 

We consider a high-performance test with a specificity of 99.8%, consistent with the recently 

approved Roche assay, and a sub-optimal test with 96% specificity (similar to the approved 

Cellex assay) (17). We set test specificity to 50% to represent a scenario in which antibodies are 25 

not a reliable correlate of immunity, (i.e., the test cannot distinguish between immune and non-

immune individuals).  

Without any intervention, our model predicts that 86% of the US population would be infected 

with SARS-CoV-2 by January 2021, resulting in 940,000 deaths.  Social distancing has the 

potential to greatly reduce this burden, with indefinite social distancing reducing cumulative 30 

deaths by 88% and leading to a flattened epidemic curve. If social distancing measures are 

relaxed prematurely, incidence rebounds and the benefit of early distancing is lost by the end of 

the epidemic (Figure S2, Table S2). 

Reductions in social distancing may be implemented simultaneously with serological testing to 

reduce deaths and healthcare system burden (Figure 2, Figure 3). If social distancing measures 35 

are relaxed such that adults only reduce their contacts by 40% compared with pre-pandemic 

levels (c=0.5, Table S3) and schools reopen in the fall, 556,000 deaths would be expected by 

January 2021 (Figure 2).  However, if annual serological testing of the US population (1 million 

tests/day) is implemented alongside relaxation of social distancing, expected deaths fall to 

437,000, saving 119,000 lives.  If monthly testing is achieved (10 million tests/day), expected 40 

deaths fall to 235,000, saving 321,000 lives. With monthly testing, 29% of the U.S. population 

would test positive by the end of one year and be able to return to work and increase other social 

contacts to pre-pandemic levels (Figure 3); 26% if annual testing is used.   
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Figure 2. The top row shows cumulative deaths by January 15, 2021 assuming schools reopen 

on September 1, 2020 for No Shielding (𝛼=0) (left) and 5:1 Shielding (right). Colored lines show 

the extent of relaxing social distancing measures, based on the value of c. Dotted lines show 5 

results for a weak immunity scenario, solid lines show results for a suboptimal test (96% 

specificity), and dashed line shows results for a high-performance test (99.8% specificity). The 

bottom row shows the fraction of the US population released from social distancing after 1 year 

for No Shielding (left) and 5:1 Shielding (right). Line colors correspond to testing levels; blue is 

monthly testing (10 million tests/day) of the US population. Results shown assume a 50% 10 

relaxation of current social distancing levels for work and other contacts for those untested or 

testing negative and assume a test sensitivity of 100%. 

 

The magnitude of this benefit depends on both the degree of immunological shielding and test 

specificity.  If 𝛼=0 (no shielding), 557,000 deaths would be expected with monthly testing of the 15 

U.S. population, similar to if testing were not implemented at all. Higher levels of shielding 

could reduce population risk further if a highly specific test is used, with monthly testing leading 

to 180,000 deaths after one year (Figure S3). Using a less specific test (such as (23)) could 

increase population risk.  For example, if monthly testing with a suboptimal assay were 

implemented without immunological shielding and a 50% relaxation in social distancing, 85% of 20 
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the US population would be released from social distancing but 587,000 deaths would be 

expected, 31,000 more than if no testing were implemented.   

 

Using a highly specific test (99.8% specificity), the fraction of the test positive population who 

remain susceptible at the end of the epidemic remains small (Figure S4). Testing about half of 5 

the U.S. population once a year is roughly equivalent to a 10% increase in social distancing 

intensity. (Figure 4) If social distancing is relaxed to pre-pandemic levels, higher levels of testing 

can lead to an increase in deaths if infection prevalence remains low due to a higher rate of false 

positives (lower positive predictive value). (Figure 3) 

 10 

For all scenarios, sustaining moderate levels of social distancing for test-negative and untested 

individuals can reduce peak epidemic burden (Figure 3). An immediate return to pre-pandemic 

levels of work and ‘other’ contacts would result in a peak burden of 269,000 critical care patients 

in late June. In contrast, delaying school opening until September and lower levels of social 

distancing (c=0.75, equivalent to total contacts reduced by 17.9% for adults), peak burden would 15 

be 45,000-118,000 critical care patients, near or below the current critical care capacity in the 

U.S. (estimated at 97,776 beds (24)).   
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Figure 3. Critical care cases over time by testing level (colors) and relaxation of social 

distancing levels (panels). c is the factor by which non-home, non-school contacts are reduced 

from their initial values. All panels assume schools reopen on September 1, 2020. The U.S. 

critical capacity is shown by the solid black line (97,776 beds (24)) 5 
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Figure 4. Contour plot of A) cumulative deaths and B) number of people released from social 

distancing as a function of the degree of relaxation of social distancing (1-c) and testing rate, on 

the log scale.  Both panels assume a test specificity of 0.998 and a shielding factor of 5:1 (𝛼=4).  

 5 

Reopening schools in early fall is unlikely to trigger a second wave of infections unless 

nationwide lockdown is maintained until the start of the academic year (c=1). A secondary peak 

is more likely during the summer, after social distancing measures are initially relaxed. Note that 

our model does not account for any seasonal variation in transmissibility, which may impact 

SARS-CoV-2 transmission (25, 26). 10 

There is an urgent need to identify strategies to permit safely easing social distancing measures 

and returning to productive levels of economic and social activity. Our results suggest that 

serological testing can make a substantial contribution to these efforts. Maintaining moderate 

social distancing (i.e., at half the current level) together with widespread serological testing (at 

least yearly testing) could release 24% of the population from social distancing by January 15, 15 

2021. Moreover, if moderate shielding is employed, a strategy with serological testing results in 

up to 321,000 fewer deaths than a strategy without testing. Moderate relaxation of social 

distancing and shielding alongside monthly testing results in a flattened curve that provides time 

to improve treatments and expand healthcare capacity, which could further reduce mortality rates 

(26). Thus, serological testing would allow a substantial fraction of the population to return to 20 

work and other activities with relative safety, compared to a universal rollback of social 

distancing policies (Figure S2, Table S2). 

An aggressive testing approach (one million tests per day) may appear unprecedented but is 

feasible. Other countries including Germany have implemented widespread serological testing, 

including repeat testing of the same individuals on a regular (i.e. monthly) basis (27). Although 25 

this would require a significant and rapid scale-up of testing capacity in the U.S., this has already 

A B
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been achieved for diagnostic PCR testing: the U.S. expanded testing from fewer than 1,000 tests 

per day in early March to nearly 250,000 tests per day in mid-May. Moreover, recently 

developed serologic tests are quicker to perform than RT-PCR, with a potential throughput of 

300 tests/hour/machine, compared with 94 RT-PCR tests performed every 3 hours (28, 29).  One 

manufacturer of these tests projects tens of millions of tests will be available by the end of May 5 

with capacity ramping up thereafter (28). Including other assays with similar performance as part 

of an overall testing strategy further improves feasibility.  

Even if testing can be scaled up, legal and ethical concerns remain. Requiring evidence of a 

positive test to return to work creates strong incentives for individuals to misrepresent their 

immune status or intentionally infect themselves. A mass testing program must consider how 10 

such policies might enforce existing social disparities and guard against inequities in test 

availability (30, 31). Relatedly, a history of a positive antibody test should not change the clinical 

care of individuals with respiratory symptoms suggestive of SARS-CoV-2 infection if a PCR 

diagnostic test would otherwise be indicated. 

While others have raised concerns that using an imperfect test to relax social distancing could 15 

increase population risk, we show that available diagnostic tests can form the basis of a 

successful shielding strategy. If testing employs the most specific assays available, the false 

positive rate would remain low and deploying immune individuals such that they are responsible 

for more interactions than susceptible individuals will decrease risk. If shielding is not employed, 

this benefit disappears and testing can become a liability, which explains why our findings differ 20 

from others who have examined the potential impact of serologic testing programs (32). In our 

model, cumulative deaths are not substantially impacted by the false positive rate: deaths are 

similar under scenarios assuming a sub-optimally specific test (96% specificity) and a high-

performance test (99.8% specificity) except at very high testing rates. Thus, false positives are 

unlikely to substantively impact population-level risk at levels of specificity reported by recently 25 

authorized serologic tests (17, 33).  

Although false positives are more important than false negatives for transmission risk, sub-

optimal sensitivity also has implications for a mass testing strategy. Several recently authorized 

tests report near-perfect sensitivity, but these estimates were made under ideal conditions which 

are unlikely to reflect the realities of a mass testing program (17). Testing too soon after 30 

exposure or using a less sensitive test would reduce the cost-effectiveness of testing by missing 

truly immune individuals. Complementing serologic testing with PCR-based viral diagnostic 

testing could substantially increase the pool of test-positive individuals able to return to work and 

other activities. Strategies that employ both tests should be the subject of future studies.  

Our models assumed random allocation of serological testing. In practice, targeting testing to 35 

specific groups, such as healthcare workers, nursing home care providers, food service 

employees, or contacts of confirmed or suspected cases might increase efficiency by increasing 

the test positive rate (and consequently, cost-effectiveness (34)), allowing for similar numbers of 

individuals to be released from social distancing at lower testing levels. This strategy would also 

decrease the false positive rate, an important consideration if a less specific test is used(35). 40 

Many healthcare organizations have already begun to offer antibody testing to their employees 

(36). The use of serological testing and shielding within healthcare settings represents a potential 

application of a more targeted strategy. 
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Compared to maintaining current levels of lockdown, relaxing social distancing always results in 

higher COVID-19 incidence in our models. However, policymakers and society-at-large may 

consider these trade-offs acceptable, given the high social and economic costs of sustained social 

distancing. Importantly, this calculation may change over time: the benefits of a serological 

testing and shielding strategy may decline as incidence declines, as the positive predictive value 5 

of the test declines and the number of individuals that test positive plateaus. The success of this 

strategy also depends on the degree to which shielding can be implemented. We have assumed a 

moderate degree of shielding (16); the extent to which it is possible to implement this in different 

settings will vary.  

There remains much to learn about immunity to SARS-CoV-2 and we have made three critical 10 

simplifying assumptions in our model. First, we assume that antibodies are immediately 

detectable after resolution of infection.  In reality, this likely occurs between 11 to 14 days post 

infection (37), similar to SARS-CoV-1 (38). A small fraction of recent infections would be 

undetected, but this would have a minor effect on our results. Second, we assume that immunity 

lasts for at least a year. Given that the virus has only been circulating for a matter of months in 15 

humans, both the duration of antibody protection and the extent to which those antibodies protect 

against future infections is unknowable. However, most individuals who are infected seroconvert 

(12), and ongoing studies of SARS-CoV-2 show that antibodies persist for at least 7 weeks (37).  

Third, we assume that antibodies detected by serology are a correlate of protection. Antibody 

kinetics of SARS-CoV-1 and MERS suggest that protection will last for at least months and as 20 

long as several years (38).  

A serological testing strategy is only one component of the public health response to COVID-19, 

alongside diagnostic testing, rigorous contact tracing, and isolation efforts. If implemented 

simultaneously, such measures would likely reduce the extent of shielding required to achieve 

the same benefit, in addition to further reducing overall transmission.  25 

In summary, our results suggest a role for a serological testing program in the public health 

response to COVID-19. While maintaining a degree of social distancing, serology can be used to 

allow people with positive test results to return to work and other activities while mitigating the 

health impacts of COVID-19. 
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Materials and methods

Model structure

We modeled the transmission dynamics of SARS-CoV-2 using a deterministic, compart-

mental SEIR-like model. (Figure 1) We assume that after a latent period, infected indi-

viduals progress to either asymptomatic or symptomatic infection. A fraction of symp-

tomatic cases are hospitalized, with a subset of those requiring critical care. Surviving

cases, both asymptomatic and symptomatic, recover and are assumed to be immune

to reinfection. All individuals who have not tested positive and are not currently ex-

periencing symptoms of respiratory illness are eligible to be tested. All hospitalized

cases are tested prior to discharge. Recovered individuals are moved to the test positive

group at a rate that is a function of the test sensitivity. Susceptible, latently infected,

and asymptomatic cases may falsely test positive and are moved to the test positive

group at a rate that is a function of test specificity. False positives may become in-

fected, but the inaccuracy of their test result is not recognized unless they develop

symptoms that are sufficiently severe to warrant hospitalization and health providers
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correctly diagnose COVID-19, overriding the history of a positive antibody test. The or-

dinary differential equations corresponding to this model are included below. All mod-

els were run using R in the package ‘deSolve’ in R version 3.6.2. Code is available at

https://github.com/lopmanlab/Serological_Shielding. There are three

age groups represented in the model: children and young adults (<20 years), working

adults (20-64 years), and elderly (65+ years). We modeled age-specific mixing based

on POLYMOD data adapted to the population structure in the United States (39 40).

Contacts in this survey were reported based on whether they occurred at home, school,

work, or another location. We model an outbreak that begins with the first cases in the

U.S., which were estimated to have occurred in mid-January (41, 42).

Social Distancing

To account for variations in timing, we assumed that national social distancing began

on March 25th. Although adherence to these measures varied geographically and is

generally difficult to measure, we made several assumptions about how these policies

have changed location-specific contacts. First, we assume that under these measures,

all contacts at school and daycare were eliminated and that contacts outside of home,

work, and school (‘other’) locations were reduced by 75%. We assume that contacts

at home remained unchanged. To address differences in work-based contacts by occu-

pation type, we classified the working adult population into three subgroups based on

occupation: those with occupations that enable them to work exclusively from home

during social distancing, those continuing to work but reduced their contacts at work

(e.g., customer-facing occupations such as retail), and those continuing to work with

no change in their contact patterns (e.g., frontline healthcare workers). Both the per-

2
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cent reduction in ‘other’ contacts and percent contact reductions at work for essential

workers who can reduce their contacts were calibrated to deaths and critical care cases

observed in the US under social distancing.

Phased re-opening

Overall. We consider a phased approach to re-opening that begins to relax social distanc-

ing restrictions on May 1, 2020 and that these changes begin to affect contact patterns

one week later on May 9, 2020. At this time, we assume that schools and daycares

remain closed but that social distancing measures for the general population can be re-

laxed, by allowing work and other contacts to be increased. To represent this, we scale

‘work’ and ‘other’ contacts to a proportion of their value under general social distancing

based on a scalar constant, c, such that c = 1 is equivalent to the scenario in which

social distancing measures as put into place on March 17 are maintained and c = 0 is

equivalent to a return to pre-pandemic contact levels for both ‘work’ and ‘other’ con-

tacts for essential workers and pre-pandemic contact levels for ‘other’ contacts for all

other groups. We assume that all children return to school and daycare on September

1, 2020.

Testing. We consider how complementing relaxation of social distancing with serologi-

cal testing could be used to release test-positive individuals from social distancing to act

as shields, reducing population risk. We assume that testing begins on May 1, 2020, and

that test results begin to affect contact patterns one week later on May 9, 2020. Individ-

uals that test positive can return to work (if they are not already working) and increase

their non-home and non-school contacts to normal levels. To represent the deployment

of immune persons in customer-facing and other high-contact occupations, we assume
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that contacts at work and other (non-home, non-school) locations are preferentially

with immune persons by specifying that the probability of interacting with a test pos-

itive person is 5 times what would be expected given the frequency of test-positives

in the population (α = 4), modeled using ‘fixed shielding’ as described previously in

(16). We consider alternative α values in a sensitivity analysis. While our main model

simulations focus on a test with analytical performance similar to the Roche test (sen-

sitivity=100%, specificity=99.8%) (16), we also considered a test with 96% specificity

to account for the fact that testing might not always be administered as designed and

that other, less accurate tests might also be used,. We consider how relaxing social

distancing recommendations combined with different levels of serological testing (with

testing frequency ranging from none to monthly testing of the US population) impacts

the proportion of the population released from social distancing, total deaths, and peak

health system burden.

Model calibration

The initial strength of national social distancing, probability of transmission per infec-

tious contact (q) and the initial number of infections by age group were calibrated to

deaths and critical care cases observed in the U.S. between January 15th and April

23, 2020, as stay at home orders around the nation began to expire in multiple states

April 24, 2020 (43). Our goal was to obtain model parameters that produced death

estimates within an order of magnitude of those reported, with a secondary goal of

approximating total currently occupied beds in intensive care units across the coun-

try. For death data, we used data from the New York Times https://github.com/

nytimes/covid-19-data and for ICU admissions we used data from the COVID

4
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Tracking Project https://covidtracking.com/api. In mid-April, our model sug-

gests that 92% of deaths were reported and 52% of ICU admissions were correctly

reported as being attributable to COVID-19. A comparison of modeled deaths and ICU

admissions and data for the first 100 days of the outbreak (January 15-April 23) is

shown in Figure S1. Based on this calibration, we seed the model with 171 infections

(60 in children, 71 in adults, and 40 in the elderly). The calibrated probability of infec-

tion per contact is 3.9%, yielding a basic reproduction number of 3.1, similar to other

models of SARS-CoV-2 transmission (44). The reduction in other contacts was esti-

mated to be 75% and reduction in workplace contacts for reduced contact workers was

90%. These social distancing parameters correspond to a 64.7% reduction in overall

contacts for working-age adults, which is consistent with initial data from reductions in

face to face contacts, which ranged from 50-85% (22).

Model Equations

The ordinary differential equations describing the model are shown below for group i.

The positive test group is denoted with the ‘+’ sign.
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Figure S1: The left panel shows cumulative deaths and the right panel shows current

ICU admissions. Data is shown in dashed lines and the model is shown in solid.
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dSi
dt

= −λi(t)Si − (1− sp)× testi(t)Si
dEi
dt

= λi(t)Si − γeEi − (1− sp)× testi(t)Ei
dIs,i
dt

= γeEip− γsIs,i
dIa,i
dt

= γeEi(1− p)− γaIa,i − (1− sp)× testi(t)Ia,i
dHs,i

dt
= γsIs,i(Hospi − Criti) + γsI

+
s,i(Hospi − Criti)− γhsHs,i

dHc,i

dt
= γsIs,iCriti + γsI

+
s,iCriti − γhcHc,i

dDi

dt
= γhcHc,iDiei

dRi

dt
= (1−Hospi)γsIs,i + γaIa,i + (1− se)×m2(t)γhsHs,i + (1− se)×m2(t)γhcHc,i(1−Diei)

− se× testi(t)Ri +m1(t)γhsHs,i +m1(t)γhcHc,i(1−Diei)
dS+

i

dt
= (1− sp)testi(t)Si − λ+i (t)S+

i

dE+
i

dt
= (1− sp)testi(t)Ei + λ+i (t)S

+
i − γeE+

i

dI+s,i
dt

= γeE
+
i p− γsI+s,i

dI+a,i
dt

= (1− sp)× testi(t)Ia,i + γeE
+
i (1− p)− γaI+a,i

dR+
i

dt
= se× testi(t)Ri + seγhcm2(t)H

+
c,i(1−Diei)+

se×m2(t)γhsHs,i + (1−Hospi)γsI+s,i + γaI
+
a,i

m1(t) and m2(t) are defined as follows (t = 107 is when testing starts, on May 1, 2020):

m1(t) = {
1 t < 107

0 t ≥ 107
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m2(t) = {
0 t < 107

1 t ≥ 107

The force of infection λ(t) for the ith group is a function of the number of social contacts

for age group i with each subgroup j at time t (xi,j(t)), the probability of infection

given contact (q), the number of infections in each group at time t (infecj(t)), and the

population size of each group at time t (nj(t)). The overall equation for λi(t) is shown

below:

λi(t) = q

[
xi,ch(t)infectch(t)

nch(t)
+
xi,ch+(t)infectch+(t)

nch+(t)
+
xi,ad(t)infectad(t)

nad(t)
) +

xi,ad+(t)infectad+(t)

nad+(t)
+

xi,rc(t)infectrc(t)

nrc(t)
+
xi,rc+(t)infectrc+(t)

nrc+(t)
+
xi,fc(t)infectfc(t)

nfc(t)
) +

xi,fc+(t)infectfc+(t)

nfc+(t)
+

xi,el(t)infectel(t)

nel(t)
) +

xi,el+(t)infectel+(t)

nel+(t)

]

i and j take values of ch (children age 0-19 years), ad (adults age 20-65 years who

are not working or working from home), el (older adults 65+ years of age), rc (adults

at work in ’reduced-contact’ occupations, where they have fewer contacts than pre-

pandemic), fc (adults as work in full contact occupations, where they have the same

number of contacts as pre-pandemic).

The number of infectious individuals by age group and test status is equal to the sum of

documented (symptomatic) cases and a fraction of the undocumented (asymptomatic)

cases, where this fraction asy corresponds to the relative infectiousness of undocu-

mented cases. This is shown below for children:

8
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infectch(t) = asyIa,c + Is,c
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Model parameters

Parameters used in the model simulations are shown in Table S2. We assume that the

size of the working population is stable over the duration of the simulation. Although

this may not be the case as unemployment increases throughout the pandemic, the

rate at which unemployment has increased so far has been time-varying and its future

trajectory is unknown.

Where possible, parameters were taken from prior literature. However, data from the

initial stages of the outbreak were lacking for the probability of transmission per contact

(q) and the initial strength of social distancing. These parameters were calibrated to

initial outbreak dynamics. See section S9 for comparison of modelled and observed

incidence. The basic reproduction number of this model is 3.1. See section S4 for

matrix algebra used to estimate the basic reproduction number.
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Parameter Code Value Units Source(s)

Natural history
Latent period γe 1/3 1/days (45)
Recovery rate, asymptomatic infections γa 1/7 1/days (26)
Recovery rate, symptomatic infections γs 1/7 1/days (26)
Recovery rate, hospitalized cases γhs 1/5 1/days (46)
Recovery rate, critical care cases γhc 1/7 1/days (46)
Fraction symptomatic p 0.50 – (5)
Relative infectiousness of asymptomatic infections asy 0.55 – (5, 8)
Probability of infection per contact q 0.039 1/contact calibrated

Hospitalization
Probability of hospitalization (5, 9, 47)

Children Hospch 0.002 –
Adults Hospad 0.056 –
Elderly Hospel 0.224 –

Probability of requiring critical care (5)
Children Critch 0.001 –
Adults Critcad 0.0048 –
Elderly Critel 0.099 –

Probability of death among critical care patients
Children Diech 0 – (48)
Adults Diead 0.5 – (5)
Elderly Dieel 0.5 – (5)

Test features
Sensitivity se 1.00 – (17)
Specificity sp 0.998 (0.5, 0.998) – (17)

Population features
Baseline contact rates by age xi,j see matrices (39, 40)
US population age groups, size (49)

Children 8.18e7 people
Adults 18.7e7 people
Elderly 5.89e7 people

Adult working population segments, size (50)
Exclusive work from home occupations nhome 5.60e7 people
Reduced contact occupations nreduced 1.20e8 people
Full contact occupations nfull 1.00e7 people

Fraction of adult population (20-65 years) 1.0 assumption
in workforce

Social distancing parameters
Strength of social distancing c (0,1) – varied
Fraction of work contacts maintained (rc workers) p.reduced 1− c0.90 – calibrated
Fraction of ‘other’ contacts maintained sd.other 1− c0.75 – calibrated
Shielding α (0, 9) per contact varied
Fraction tested testi(t) (0, 0.03) proportion per day varied

Table S1: Parameters used in model simulations. Values shown in parentheses represent

a range, used to perform sensitivity analysis.
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R0 Estimation

The dynamics of the system andR0 are determined by how the outbreak would proceed

at time zero in the absence of any interventions. Therefore, we assume no testing at

time 0, no social distancing, and no differences in worker contact levels (i.e., all groups

mix at the population-average level prior to the outbreak). In this situation, there are

only 3 population subgroups at time zero:
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dEch
dt

= λchSch − γeEch
dIs,ch
dt

= γeEchp− γsIs,ch
dIa,ch
dt

= γeEch(1− p)− γaIa,ch
dHs,ch

dt
= γsIs,ch(Hospch − CritDiech)− γhsHosps,ch

dHc,ch

dt
= γsIs,chCritDiech − γhcHospc,ch

dEad
dt

= λadSad − γeEad
dIs,ad
dt

= γeEadp− γsIs,ad
dIa,ad
dt

= γeEad(1− p)− γaIa,ad
dHs,ad

dt
= γsIs,ad(Hospad − CritDiead)− γhsHosps,ad

dHc,ad

dt
= γsIs,adCritDiead − γhcHospc,ad

dEel
dt

= λelSel − γeEel
dIs,el
dt

= γeEelp− γsIs,el
dIa,el
dt

= γeEel(1− p)− γaIa,el
dHs,el

dt
= γsIs,el(Hospel − CritDieel)− γhsHosps,el

dHc,el

dt
= γsIs,elCritDieel − γhcHospc,el
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The λi for each group is defined as follows.

λch =
qxch,ch(asyIa,ch + Is,ch)

nch
+
qxch,ad(asyIa,ad + Is,ad)

nad
+

qxch,el(asyIa,el + Is,el)

nel

λad =
qxad,ch(asyIa,ch + Is,ch)

nch
+
qxad,ad(asyIa,ad + Is,ad)

nad
+

qxad,el(asyIa,el + Is,el)

nel

λel =
qxel,ch(asyIa,ch + Is,ch)

nch
+
qxel,ad(asyIa,ad + Is,ad)

nad
+

qxel,el(asyIa,el + Is,el)

nel

The matrices F and V corresponding to these equations are:
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To derive an expression for R0 we inverted the V matrix and multiplied by F . The

dominant eigenvalues of this matrix can be computed, but are very complex and are

therefore not shown here. It is notable that because hospitalized cases do not contribute

to the force of infection, the value of R0 does not depend on γhs or γhc. Based on the

calibrated model parameters, this yields a basic reproduction number of 3.1.

Naive social distancing interventions

If social distancing were completely relaxed prior to the end of the epidemic, our model

predicts that transmission would quickly rebound. Predicted critical care epidemic

curves are shown in Figure S2 and cumulative infections and deaths are shown in Table

S2.
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Figure S2: Critical care beds needed per day for different intervention scenarios assum-

ing a 75% reduction in other contacts, school closures, nonessential workplace closures,

and 90% reduction in workplace contacts for reduced contact employees for the dura-

tion of distancing
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Intervention Cumulative infections (% US Population) Deaths

Baseline

Do nothing 279 mill (86.4%) 940,000

Indefinite social distancing (SD) 77 mill (24.0%) 208,000

Relaxing social distancing

SD relaxed May 1, 2020 273 mill (84.6%) 902,000

SD relaxed July 1, 2020 264 mill (81.9%) 852,000

SD relaxed September 1, 2020 260 mill (80.7%) 824,000

Table S2: Cumulative infections and deaths after 1 year for social distancing scenarios

without testing.

Contact matrices

Baseline contacts

Baseline contact matrices for ‘work’ contacts, ‘school’ contacts, ‘home’ contacts, and

‘other’ contacts were taken from (38). To expand these baseline matrices to the 5 popu-

lation groups in our model (separating the adult population into fc, rc, and h classes),

we multiplied all contacts with adults xi,ad by the proportion of the adult population

falling into each class. We define the fraction of the population falling in each working

group as follows:

f.home =
nhome

nhome + nreduced + nfull

f.reduced =
nreduced

nhome + nreduced + nfull

f.full =
nfull

nhome + nreduced + nfull
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For baseline contact matrix values based on (38)., we have:

xi,j =

xch,ch xch,ad xch,el

xad,ch xad,ad xad,el

xel,ch xel,ad xel,el


For simplicity, we assume that baseline interactions between worker subgroups are only

assortative with respect to age (and not with respect to occupation type). To expand

this matrix to a 5x5 matrix we use the following notation, where rows 2, 3, and 4 cor-

respond to the work from home, reduced contact, and full contact occupation groups,

respectively:

xi,j =


xch,ch xch,adf.home xch,adf.reduced xch,adf.full xch,el

xad,ch xad,adf.home xad,adf.reduced xad,adf.full xch,el

xad,ch xad,adf.home xad,adf.reduced xad,adf.full xch,el

xad,ch xad,adf.home xad,adf.reduced xad,adf.full xch,el

xel,ch xel,adf.home xel,adf.reduced xel,adf.full xch,el


Based on these proportions, we define xi,h, xi,rc, and xi,fc as follows:

xi,h = xi,adf.home

xi,rc = xi,adf.reduced

xi,fc = xi,adf.full
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Contacts under social distancing

After social distancing has begun, we assume that:

• Home contacts remain the same.

• Schools and daycares close.

• Only working age adults continue to work. Baseline workplace contacts for chil-

dren and young adults under 20 years of age are nearly zero (average 0.84 con-

tacts/day) and the average workplace contacts for the elderly is 0, so this does not

appreciably impact our results.

• All workers who are able work from home.

• Adults continuing to work reduce their workplace contacts by constant preduced.

• Other contacts are reduced by scalar constant sd.other.

The values of p.reduced and sd.other were estimated by comparing projected incidence

from our model with that observed in the U.S. under social distancing measures.

The revised contact matrix for work contacts then becomes:

CMwork =


0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

xad,chpreduced xh,hp.reduced xh,rcp.reduced xh,fcp.reduced xch,elpreduced

xfc,ch xfc,h xfc,rc xfc,fc xch,el

0 0 0 0 0


The revised contact matrix for other contacts becomes:
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CMother =sd.other ×


xch,ch xch,h xch,rc xch,fc xch,el

xh,ch xh,h xh,rc xh,fc xch,el

xrc,ch xrc,h xrc,rc xrc,f xch,el

xfc,ch xfc,h xfc,rc xfc,fc xch,el

xel,ch xel,h xel,rc xel,fc xch,el



Contacts during initial relaxing of social distancing

When phase 1 begins on May 1, 2020, we assume that:

• Testing begins, moving test-positive individuals to the test positive group

• Home contacts remain the same, but their distribution is driven by the proportion

of test-positives in the general population.

• Adults who were working from home may return to work if they test positive.

Upon returning to work, their workplace contacts are assortative with respect to

test status (but not with respect to occupation type).

• Workers in reduced contact occupations increase their workplace contacts based

on the intensity of social distancing maintained. Work contacts are preferentially

with test-positive individuals, as determined by α.

• Schools remain closed.

• Other contacts are increased for test positive individuals to their pre-pandemic

levels. Other contacts continue to be reduced for test negative/untested individ-

uals based on the intensity of social distancing maintained. Other contacts are

preferentially with test-positive individuals, as determined by α.
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Because testing has begun, all contact matrices are dependent on the proportion of the

population that has tested positive and been released from social distancing at time t.

We define this proportion as ri(t), where (1− ri(t)) is the fraction of the population who

has not yet tested positive.

We assume that social distancing parameters are relaxed from their initial values as

follows:

sd.other2 = 1− (0.75c)

preduced = 1− (0.90c)

For contact matrices of work and ’other’ contacts, we implement shielding factor α,

which increases the probability of contacting a test-positive individual according to their

prevalence in the population (achieved by multiplying expected contact rates due to

prevalence by scaling factor α + 1). To account for the fact that, when prevalence is

high, (α + 1)ri(t) may exceed 1, we introduce a variable si(t):

si(t) = {
(α + 1)ri(t) (α + 1)ri(t) ≤ 1

1 (α + 1)ri(t) ≥ 1

This shielding structure is similar to ‘fixed shielding’, previously described by Weitz et

al [? ] in that it preserves the baseline number of contacts and increases contacts for

test positive individuals by 1 + α, as shown below:
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x0 = x0ri(t) + x0(1− ri(t))

x0 = ri(t)(α + 1)x0 + (x0 − (α + 1)ri(t)x0)

The structure of all three matrices (home, work, and other) is given by CM:
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Contacts after schools reopen on September 1, 2020

When phase 2 begins, schools re-open and children return to school, setting the school

contact matrix to its baseline values. Because some children will have tested positive,

contact probabilities are proportional to the fraction of the population who has tested

positive at each time point (same structure as the home matrix from phase 1). All other

matrices remain the same.

Contact reductions by levels of c

c Reduction in work Reduction in other Reduction in total contacts

contacts for adults contacts for all groups Children Adults Elderly

0 0% 0% 38.9% 17.9% 33.7%

0.25 45.7% 18.8% 44.9% 29.5% 44.2%

0.50 59.8% 37.5% 51.0% 41.2% 54.6%

0.75 73.9% 56.3% 57.1% 53.0% 65.1%

1.00 88.1% 75.0% 63.1% 64.7% 75.5%

Table S3: Reduction in contacts corresponding to different values of c

Sensitivity analysis for higher levels of shielding (α = 9,

10:1 shielding)

We also considered higher levels of shielding to see how this change would impact

cumulative deaths and the fraction of the population released from social distancing.

While 10:1 shielding did result in fewer deaths at high testing levels, the total impact

was minimal (Figure S3).
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Figure S3: The left panel shows cumulative deaths by January 15, 2021 by social dis-

tancing relaxing strategy assuming schools reopen on September 1, 2020. Colored lines

show levels of relaxing social distancing measures based on the value of c. The right

panel shows the fraction of the US population released from social distancing after 1

year assuming a 50% relaxation of current social distancing levels or work and other

contacts for those untested or testing negative and a 96% test specificity. Line colors

correspond to testing levels, with blue being 10 million tests/day (monthly testing of

the US population). Both panels are for 10:1 Shielding (α = 9).
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Test performance over time

While not all test positive individuals are truly immune, the proportion of immune per-

sons is always far greater in the test-positive population than the test-negative/untested

population. Thus, even though the positive predictive value for a test does not approach

100% as the epidemic proceeds and a substantial number of truly susceptible individu-

als are identified as positive, preferential interaction with test-positive individuals tends

to decrease risk. Higher testing rates tend to lead to lower immunity in the test positive

population because a greater number of false positives are released from social distanc-

ing, and when shielding is strong these test positives mix to a greater extent with the

test-negative/untested population, contributing to ongoing transmission. The level of

immunity in the test positive population is shown in Figure S4 below for 5:1 shielding.

Overall immunity is higher in the test-positive population (e.g., fewer false positives)

when alpha is smaller (not shown).
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Figure S4: Fraction of test positives who are still susceptible to COVID-19 over time

based on the testing rate (panels) and the intensity of social distancing (line colors) for

5:1 shielding (α = 4). All panels assume a test with 99.8% specificity.
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